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Combinatorial optimization problems are pivotal across many fields. Among these, Quadratic
Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBO) problems, central to fields like portfolio optimization,
network design, and computational biology, are NP-hard and require exponential computational
resources. To address these challenges, we develop a novel Quantum-Inspired Mean Field (QIMF)
probabilistic model that approximates solutions to QUBO problems with enhanced accuracy and
efficiency. The QIMF model draws inspiration from quantum measurement principles and lever-
ages the mean field probabilistic model. We incorporate a measurement grouping technique and an
amplitude-based shot allocation strategy, both critical for optimizing cost functions with a poly-
nomial speedup over traditional methods. Our extensive empirical studies demonstrate significant
improvements in solution evaluation for large-scale problems of portfolio selection, the weighted
maxcut problem, and the Ising model. Specifically, using S&P 500 data from 2022 and 2023, QIMF
improves cost values by 152.8% and 12.5%, respectively, compared to the state-of-the-art base-
lines. Furthermore, when evaluated on increasingly larger datasets for QUBO problems, QIMF’s
scalability demonstrates its potential for large-scale QUBO challenges.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization
(QUBO) problems have gained significant attention
due to their ability to model a wide range of complex
scenarios across various domains, including finance [1],
operation research [2], and physics [3]. The objective
of QUBO problems is to find a set of binary variables
that minimizes or maximizes a quadratic polynomial
(typically represented as a sum of linear and quadratic
terms) [4]. This work defines QUBO problem as x′V x,
where x ∈ {0, 1}n and V is a n × n symmetric matrix.
This problem is a fundamental problem in graph theory,
where the binary variables x represent the selection or
rejection of the vertices, and the matrix V encodes the
interaction weights between pairs of vertices.

Traditional exact solving methods, such as cut-
ting plane algorithms [5] and branch-and-bound tech-
niques [6], can indeed solve QUBO problems to opti-
mality. However, as problem size grows, these meth-
ods face exponential computational complexity, limiting
their use for large-scale QUBO problems. To mitigate
this issue, various approximate solving methodologies
have been developed, including simulated annealing [7],
genetic algorithms [8], and probabilistic modeling tech-
niques [9]. Finding nearly optimal solutions involves iter-
ative searches to assess solution quality using a cost func-
tion, where lower scores indicate better solutions. How-
ever, the increasing computational complexity of the cost
function for larger problem scales remains a significant
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challenge, even for approximate methods. As problem
size increases, evaluating the cost function becomes too
time-consuming, reducing the efficiency of approximate
methods.

Quantum computing harnesses the unique properties
of quantum mechanics, such as superposition and entan-
glement, allowing multiple potential solutions simulta-
neously, and offering potential advantages over classical
algorithms [10] (a more detailed description is outlined
in Appendix. A 1). The QUBO problem can be mapped
into the Ising model, where the objective function is the
energy function. In this setup, finding the optimal so-
lution to a QUBO problem equates to determining the
state with the minimum energy. A detailed discussion
of the quantum algorithms for QUBO is provided in
Appendix. A 2. Although quantum annealing [11] and
the Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithm [12]
demonstrate the potential for significantly enhanced op-
timization capabilities two significant challenges persist:
i) current hardware does not satisfy the requirements of
quantum algorithms, and ii) the quantum measurement
process, which is essential for extracting information from
a quantum system, remains a time-consuming bottleneck
in quantum computing.

This paper proposes a quantum-inspired method for
solving QUBO problems, specifically the Quantum in-
spired mean field (QIMF) probabilistic model, as illus-
trated in Fig. 1. We adopt a mean field probabilis-
tic model [13] while leveraging a quantum-inspired tech-
nique [14–16] to efficiently compute the cost function.
QIMF is designed to have the following features: i) con-
tinuous optimization transformation: Mean field
probabilistic model within the QIMF framework converts
discrete optimization problems (binary selections of 0 or
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FIG. 1. The QIMF method for solving QUBO problems, utilizing a continuous model and incorporating block information,
with depicted output results on the right.

1) into continuous domains using a softmax function.
This method utilizes the simplest probabilistic models,
referred to as independent category probabilistic mod-
els in energy modeling. By converting the problems
into continuous domains, the method enables the use
of gradient-based optimizers, which efficiently find op-
timal solutions through derivatives. ii) acceleration of
our method: Using quantum-inspired methods, we im-
plement measurement grouping [14, 15] and amplitude-
based shot allocation [16] to enhance computational ef-
ficiency. Measurement grouping enables parallel compu-
tation of each term in a mapped Ising model, while am-
plitude shot allocation adjusts computational resources
based on the coefficients of each term. These tech-
niques collectively expedite the cost function calculation
for datasets with block-like structures and non-uniform
distributions. These characteristics reflect the topology
of the underlying graph, manifesting as clusters with
varying edge weights. iii) real-world data suitability:
QIMF is particularly effective with data that naturally
fits the method’s partitioning requirements, such as the
S&P 500 stock data, which is characterized by block-like
structures and non-uniform distribution.

The main contributions of our research are outlined as
follows:

• We have developed the QIMF method, which fa-
cilitates the continuous solution of discrete opti-
mization problems and enhances the speed of the
evaluation process.

• Our approach is theoretically proven to accelerate
solutions for QUBO problems characterized by non-
uniform and block-like structured data.

• Experimental results validate the superiority of our
method, particularly when applied to real-world
financial data, demonstrating significant improve-
ments over existing techniques.

II. RELATED WORKS

WSBM: Weighted Stochastic Block Model. The
WSBM extends the Stochastic Block Models (SBM) by
incorporating weights into the traditional framework,
making it a more general form of SBM tailored for an-
alyzing both the presence and strength of interactions
within networks [17]. The model is defined as WSBM(n,
N , P , W ), where a graph’s nodes are organized into N
blocks, with n = (n1, n2, . . . , nN ) representing the vector
of node counts in each block. The interactions between
these blocks are characterized by a probabilistic matrix P
and further detailed through a weight matrix W , provid-
ing a comprehensive framework for analyzing structured
network data.
WSBM is successfully applied to many real-world prob-

lems, including social network analysis [17–19], pro-
tein function prediction [20], and communication net-
works [18], as well as human brain studies [21] and in
recommendation systems [22]. Setting necessary condi-
tions is the key to optimal adaptive sampling, achiev-
ing near-perfect clustering in the WSBM framework [23].
Additionally, entropy calculations play a critical role in
WSBM research, helping to better identify and under-
stand block structures and elucidate the roles of topolog-
ical features in empirical networks [24].
QUBO: Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Opti-

mization Problem. QUBO problem involves finding
a binary vector that minimizes a given quadratic poly-
nomial, a task known to be NP-hard and emblematic
of combinatorial optimization difficulties. Traditional
computational methods include utilizing analytical meth-
ods [5, 25] and heuristic approaches. Notably, evolu-
tionary algorithms [26] and simulated annealing [7] offer
approximate yet frequently satisfactory solutions by ex-
ploring the search space iteratively to find near-optimal
solutions. In QUBO problems, data can be represented
using the WSBM format (detailed in Appendix A2 a),
characterized by diagonal blocks, connectivity matrices,
and weight distribution matrices, which we call WSBM-
QUBO data. For instance, consider solving x†V x, where
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V is defined by the vector n, the number of blocks N ,
the connectivity matrix P , and the weight distribution
matrix W .
Probabilistic Model. Probabilistic models [13] are

mathematical tools that express the uncertainty within
systems by assigning probabilities to different possible
outcomes. These models are particularly powerful in ad-
dressing discrete optimization problems, where decisions
must be made under uncertainty, and the outcomes are
discrete in nature. By capturing the probability distri-
bution over possible solutions, probabilistic models facili-
tate the exploration of the solution space more effectively,
allowing for the identification of near-optimal solutions
following the optimization of the model. In our research,
we concentrate on utilizing the most fundamental form
of these models, known as the mean field model, where
each variable is treated as independent.

Quantum Measurement Optimization. Measure-
ment processes are optimized to efficiently extract infor-
mation from quantum systems, particularly when dealing
with the Hamiltonian or energy operator H. The con-
cept of qubit-wise commutativity (QWC) [14, 15, 27],
which is detailed in Appendix A 3, plays a central role
in this optimization. By grouping terms of the Hamilto-
nian into QWC groups, each of which can be measured
simultaneously, the process significantly reduces the com-
plexity and the number of separate measurement setups
required. Another pivotal method is the shot alloca-
tion strategy [16], which further reduces measurement
complexity by reallocating the number of shots among
measurement operators in the variational quantum algo-
rithm. In variational quantum eigensolver, the energy
expectation value ⟨H⟩ is given by the sum of individual
terms weighted by their coefficients ⟨

∑
m amHm⟩. The

amplitude-based shot strategy allocates shots to mea-
surement operator terms based on their amplitudes am.
In this strategy, terms with larger amplitudes receive
more shots, as they contribute more significantly to the
energy estimation. By assigning shots in proportion to
the amplitudes, the amplitude-based shot strategy leads
to faster convergence and requires fewer overall shots,
making it an attractive choice in practical implementa-
tions.

III. QIMF: QUANTUM INSPIRED MEAN
FIELD PROBABILISTIC MODEL

This section introduces the QIMF Method, which in-
cludes two primary components: the quantum-inspired
cost function, and the mean field probabilistic model.

A. Quantum Inspired Cost Function

This subsection discusses the cost functions used in the
QUBO problem. We begin by discussing both the clas-
sical and quantum formulations of the cost function in

QUBO scenarios. Subsequently, we introduce a dequan-
tized version of the cost function.

Classical Cost Function in QUBO. The classical
cost function, indicated as Cost(x), is a quadratic form
represented by the equation

Cost(x) = x†V x, V ∈ WSBM(n,N,P,W), (1)

where vector x indicates binary decision variables, and
matrix V is constructed by the WSBM Model.

Quantum Cost Function in QUBO. The quantum
embedding, in the QUBO problem, typically involves the
Ising model, which is expressed as follows

H =
∑
ij

VijZiZj +
∑
i

ViiZi =
∑
m

amHm, V ∈ WSBM(n,N,P,W).

(2)

Each term Hm can take the form of either Zi or ZjZi.
The commutative property, [Hmi, Hmj ] = 0, holds for
these terms. The cost function is defined as Cost(θ) =
⟨0|U†(θ)HU(θ)|0⟩, and U(θ) represent the parameterized
quantum circuit.

Quantum Inspired Cost Function in QUBO. Be-
fore discussing the dequantized cost function, it’s impor-
tant to note that data preprocessing in quantum-inspired
computing is optional and its effectiveness varies with
data complexity, as detailed in Appendix. B. The de-
quantized cost function is given through the grouping
technique, detailed shown in the Appendix. C Cost(x) =∑nw

m=1 amλmiI(ϕi == x), where indicator function I
evaluates to 1 if the condition ϕi == x is satisfied, and 0
otherwise, the coefficients am represent the magnitudes of
the corresponding elements in the matrix V . The terms
λmi and ϕi are parameters encoding the variable connec-
tivity, and they correspond to the eigenvalue and eigen-
state of Hm in Eq. 2, respectively.

In scenarios where data are organized into a large num-
ber of blocks (N), to reduce the computational complex-
ity of the cost function, we employ an amplitude-based
shot allocation method. This approach involves approx-
imating the cost function by distributing various shots
across different terms in the summation. We introduce
this shot-based approximate cost function as Costs(x),
detailed by

Costs(x) =

ns∑
s=1

(asλsiI(ϕi == x)), (3)

where ns is significantly lower than nw, which denotes a
more efficient computation by considering only a subset
of all terms. The selection of the term asλsiI(ϕi == x)

for each shot is governed by a probability p ∼ |am|2∑
|am|2 .

This probability serves to prioritize the terms with larger
magnitudes, thereby approximating the full cost function
in a resource-efficient manner.
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B. Mean Field Probabilistic Model

The mean field probabilistic model, denoted as
P (X, α), represents the joint probability distribution of
a set of independent and identically distributed (IID)
variables X. Applying the mean field approach, the
joint probability distribution P can be factorized into
the product of individual probabilities p(Xi, αi), with
each Xi following the IID property. The behavior of
the individual variable is characterized by the probability
distribution p, which can be modeled using the softmax
function p(Xi = j, αi) = eαij∑

k eαik
. To generate samples

from the distribution, Monte Carlo sampling techniques
are employed. These samples x ∼ P are then evaluated
Cost(x), and an objective function sums up these evalu-
ations

ℓ =
∑
x∼P

Cost(x) =
∑
x

P (X, α)

Z(α)
Cost(x), (4)

where normalization factor Z(α) ensures that the proba-
bilities are properly scaled. To optimize the probabilistic
model, the Monte Carlo gradient is calculated as follows

∇αℓ =
∑
x∼P

∇α lnP (X, α)Cost(x), (5)

where ∇αij
lnP (Xi = ξ) = I(j == ξ) − P (Xi = ξ). See

Appendix D for derivation details.

C. Quantum Inspired Mean Field Probabilistic
Model

The QIMF algorithm, shown in Fig. 2, is parameter-
ized by a triplet (nb, ns, ne): the number of candidate
solutions nb, the number of shots ns for evaluating the
cost function, and the number of epochs ne defining the
epoch count.

1. Probabilistic Initialization. A probabilistic
model P (X, α0), is initialized to represent the search
space, where X represents a set of IID variables and α0

includes the initial parameters. Given that QUBO prob-
lems are binary, the initial parameter matrix α0 is struc-
tured as an (

∑
n) by 2 matrix, where

∑
n represents the

number of binary variables to be optimized.
2. Monte Carlo Sampling. A Monte Carlo ap-

proach is employed to sample a collection of potential
solutions {xi}nb

i=1 from the evolving probabilistic model
P (X, α) at each epoch, facilitating the exploration of the
solution space.

3. Objective Evaluation. The algorithm assesses
the sampled solutions using the objective function ℓ =∑

xi∈P (X,α) Costs(x
i). Following this evaluation, the pa-

rameter set α is updated using the ADAM optimization
algorithm, a gradient-based method.

4. Gradient Estimation. The algorithm calcu-
lates the gradients of the objective function ∇αℓ =

∑
xi∈P (Xα) ∇α lnP (X, α)Costs(x

i), leveraging Monte

Carlo techniques to estimate the partial derivatives with
respect to the parameters α. The gradient of the prob-
abilistic model is determined by ∇αij

lnP (Xi = ξ) =
I(j == ξ)− P (Xi = ξ).
5. Solution Sampling. Upon converging to the op-

timal parameters α∗, the probabilistic model P (X, α∗)
becomes capable of generating candidate solutions with
the highest quality. Then we can sample the optimal
solutions for the QUBO problem.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

We present four cases illustrating the effectiveness of
our method. In Case 1, we show empirical evidence of
QIMF’s polynomial speedup over traditional algorithms.
Case 2 compares QIMF with existing optimizers, demon-
strating its superiority in various QUBO problem sizes
under identical query complexities. Case 3, an abla-
tion study, examines performance changes relative to the
number of shots, ns, and the number of samples, nb. Case
4 highlights QIMF’s scalability. All experiments run on
an AMD EPYC 7542 32-core processor.

A. Polynomial Speedup of QIMF

Portfolios are divided into N classes, each contain-
ing ni portfolios, with internal and external correlations
modeled by different normal distributions. This setup
illustrates stronger intra-class and weaker inter-class cor-
relations. The portfolio optimization problem is formu-
lated as

argmin
x

∑
i

λViix
2
i +

∑
i,j

λVijxixj −
∑
i

(1− λ)rixi

 ,

(6)

where V is derived from the WSBM(n, N , P , W ) model
with N = 5 and n = [10, 10, 10, 10, 10]. Connectiv-
ity probabilities P have diagonal elements at 0.2 and
off-diagonal at 0.05, and weight distributions W are
N (0, 0.2) on the diagonal and N (0, 0.05) off-diagonal.
Portfolio returns r follow N (0, 0.2), with a balanced risk-
return parameter λ = 0.5. The model evaluates problems
1, 2, 3, and 4 under 50 portfolios using two approaches:
QUAMF employs a classical cost function, while QIMF
utilizes a quantum-inspired cost function. The number of
Monte Carlo samples is set to nb = 40 with 3k iterations,
and the number of shots ns is determined by nw

N .
Although both QIMF and QUAMF are iterated 3k

times, the computational complexity of QUAMF’s cost
function is N times greater than that of QIMF, which
leads to differing scales in iteration in the figures. To
accurately reflect the computational effort disparity, we
recalibrate using epochs as a unit of measure. Specifi-
cally, for QIMF, each epoch corresponds directly to an
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FIG. 2. QIMF: Quantum-Inspired Mean Field Probabilistic Model. (a) Representation of the solution distribution through a
probabilistic model: Blue for value 1 and yellow for 0, with deeper colors indicating higher probabilities. (b) Sampling of solution
candidates from the solution distribution using Monte Carlo methods. (c) Evaluation of the QIMF using the quantum-inspired
cost function, where the loss function is assessed via Monte Carlo samples from (b). (d) Optimization of the probabilistic model
parameters using a gradient-based method. (e) After convergence, final sampling from the probabilistic model.

FIG. 3. Simulation Results for four portfolio optimization problems with 50 portfolios; showcasing the comparison of the
QIMF, which utilizes a mean field probabilistic model with a quantum-inspired cost function, against the QUAMF, employing
a classical cost function for solving QUBO problems.

iteration, whereas for QUAMF, N epochs correspond to
one iteration. In the presented results, we truncate the
epochs at 8000. The simulation results in Fig. 3, illus-
trate that our method converges faster than traditional
methods by a polynomial factor in different portfolio op-
timization problems.

B. QIMF versus Existing Optimizers

In case 2, we employ the QIMF method for address-
ing portfolio optimization problems (PO) across different
scales, specifically with 50 (PO1), and 500 (PO2, PO3)
variables. Additionally, we apply QIMF to the weighted
max cut problem (WM) for graphs with 30 (WM1),
50 (WM2), and 500 (WM3) nodes, as well as to the Ising
model (IS) sized at 50 (IS1) and 500 (IS2). All these
applications adhere to the WSBM model with N blocks.
Specifically, the classification of companies into 114 dis-
tinct industries within the S&P 500 index data directly

influences our choice of the parameter ns. We implement
the QIMF method, setting ns as nw

N , where N = 114 is
the number of industries, for our analyses of the year
2022 in PO2, and for 2023 in PO3 [28]. For a more de-
tailed discussion on the determination of the value of N,
refer to Appendix. E.

Our QIMF approach is rigorously benchmarked
against six established strategies. These include the com-
mercial optimization solver Gurobi (BS1) [29], Reinforce-
ment Learning (BS2) [30], Greedy (BS3) [31], OnePlu-
sOne (BS4) [32], Simulated Annealing (BS5) [32], and
PROTES (BS6) [9]. Among these, BS2 utilizes unsuper-
vised learning, BS3 through BS5 are heuristic methods,
and BS6 incorporates a probabilistic model enhanced by
Monte Carlo sampling.

We report the comparative performance of these algo-
rithms, evaluated under identical computational query
complexities in Table. I. In scenarios involving small-
sized problems, Gurobi achieves the optimal cost score
across portfolio optimization, weighted maxcut, and the
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TABLE I. Performance comparison of optimization algorithms

Method Type
PO WM IS

PO1(1e-4) ↓ PO2(1e-3) ↓ PO3(1e-3) ↓ WM1 ↑ WM2 ↑ WM3 ↑ IS1 ↓ IS2 ↓
BS1 C -3.51 - - 42.70 66.31 - -12.95 -

BS2 UL - - - 37.51± 0.07 57.18± 0.46 205.31 - -

BS3 H -3.51± 0 -2.35 -5.12 40.07± 0.25 60.94± 2.55 265.41 −12.41± 0.12 -13.14
BS4 H −3.34± 3.59e-6 14.49 -1.95 39.63± 16.54 62.98± 8.02 202.02 −10.63± 3.35 -4.58
BS5 H −3.43± 6.19e-7 0.71 -4.32 39.56± 4.97 63.58± 1.98 204.81 −11.91± 0.53 -7.24

BS6 MC −3.17± 1.37e-6 -0.15 -0.85 25.13± 0.15 30.93± 0.39 163.41 −8.33± 0.21 -7.02
Ours MC -3.51± 0 -5.94 -5.76 41.15± 1.53 63.88± 0.62 267.47 -12.45± 0.00 -15.54

Note: ”PO” is the portfolio optimization problem, ”WM” is the weighted maxcut problem, and ”IS” is the Ising problem. For PO, we
utilize the real S&P dataset; the cost value represents the risk minus return. Risk is calculated based on the correlation of return ratios
for each portfolio, and return is calculated based on either the annual or monthly returns. For WM, we employ a designed maxcut
problem; the cost value represents the maximum cut. For IS, we use a designed Ising problem; the cost value represents the ground
energy. The values are presented as mean ± variance. The arrows ↓ and ↑ indicate that lower and higher values, respectively, are
preferable. Bold values denote the best performance in each category.

Ising model. Nevertheless, Gurobi’s applicability is con-
strained by its scalability challenges in handling large-
scale applications. Our method, in contrast, consistently
exhibits lower risk in portfolio optimization scenarios,
successfully achieves the maximum cut in weighted max-
cut cases, and identifies the minimal ground energy in the
Ising model, outperforming baseline methods BS2, BS3,
BS4, BS5, and BS6 and closely matching the performance
of BS1. Importantly, our method substantially outper-
forms all other baseline strategies in large-scale systems
such as the PO2, PO3, WM3, and IS2 problems. Specifi-
cally, in the PO1, PO2, and PO3 scenarios involving real
datasets from the financial market. These results sug-
gest that our approach is exceptionally well-suited for
large real-world datasets.

C. Ablation Study

In QIMF, query complexity measures efficiency, influ-
enced by the number of shots ns for cost function eval-
uation, the number of Monte Carlo samples nb, and the
number of epochs ne. The classical version of the mean
field probabilistic model is characterized by a complex-
ity of O(nw · nb · ne), whereas the dequantized version
exhibits a reduced O(ns · nb · ne) complexity.

Impact of Shot Count on QIMF Performance.
We analyze the impact of different ns on the accuracy of
QIMF and provide evidence on the significance of ns se-
lection in the QUBO problems. We consider the WSBM
with N = 5 portfolio optimization problem, We set the
number of Monte Carlo sampling for the QIMF algorithm
at nb = 100. In Fig. 4, we test a range of values from
ns = 5 to ns = 160. For instance, with a relatively low ns
such as 5, 20, QIMF may not fully capture the underlying
distribution of the problem space, leading to suboptimal
solutions. Conversely, an excessively high ns = 160 re-
sults in redundant computations without significant gains
in accuracy, thus diminishing the algorithm’s speedup
advantage. Thus, the optimal ns (80 in our case) must
balance computational resource constraints and the ac-

curacy demands of the specific problem, ensuring that
the overall query complexity is optimized without com-
promising the solution quality.
Impact of Monte Carlo Sample Count on QIMF

Performance. Balancing the number of batches, nb is
critical. We consider the WSBM with N = 5 portfolio
optimization problem, We set the number of shots for
the QIMF algorithm at ns = 20. Fig. 5 shows that as
nb increases from 2 to 250, the performance of the QIMF
algorithm stabilizes, particularly for nb values from 50
to 250, where the performance levels are similar. How-
ever, smaller values of nb demonstrate greater efficiency,
suggesting a trade-off between reducing instability and
maximizing algorithmic efficiency. Thus, the optimal nb
must strike a balance between minimizing instability for
reliable outcomes and maintaining algorithmic efficiency.

D. Scalability Analysis

We employ the WSBM(n, N, P,W ) datasets, where N
ranges from 10 to 130 and increases linearly with the
number of variables. The matrix P with diagonal el-
ements at 0.2 and off-diagonal elements at 0.05. The
matrix W with diagonal entries following a normal dis-
tribution N(0, 0.2) and off-diagonal entries as N(0, 0.05).

To discuss the scalability of the QIMF model, it is es-
sential to compare it with its classical counterpart. Here,
QIMF stands for a mean field probabilistic model with
a quantum-inspired cost function, whereas QUAMF rep-
resents a mean field probabilistic model with a classical
cost function. This distinction is crucial as it highlights
the impact of the cost function on the performance of
both models.

The resource consumption of QIMF and QUAMF is
analyzed through three key graphical representations, de-
tailed in Figure 6. The first graph shows a slower increase
in computational time for QIMF as the number of vari-
ables grows, compared to QUAMF. The second graph
indicates a more gradual rise in the number of epochs
needed for QIMF to converge, unlike the sharper increase
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FIG. 4. Comparison of different shot numbers ns on QIMF
algorithm performance in solving QUBO problems using the
WSBM with N = 5 dataset.

FIG. 5. Comparison of different Monte Carlo samples nb

on QIMF algorithm performance in solving QUBO problems
using the WSBM with N = 5 dataset.

FIG. 6. Scalability analysis of the QIMF and QUAMF, showing time per epoch as system size increases on the left, number of
epochs required for convergence as system size increases in the middle, and number of shots needed as system size increases on
the right.

for QUAMF. The third graph plots ns required by QIMF
against that for QUAMF, demonstrating QIMF’s more
efficient resource usage. It should be noted that in the
case of QUAMF, the corresponding ns is actually equal to
nw. These results indicate that the QIMF method offers
significant advantages in resource consumption compared
to QUAMF, particularly in larger-scale problems.

V. DISCUSSION

Theoretical Analysis. The number of shots ns is
chosen to balance the computational efficiency and the
accuracy in the QUBO problem. To select the number of
shots in the QIMF method, we can leverage the structure
of an approximate block diagonal matrix representing the
WSBM(n, N, P,W ). The assumptions are as follows:

• Each element in vector n is equal and equivalent to
M , and there are N such elements in vector n.

• The diagonal elements of matrix P are q and the
off-diagonal elements are p, ensuring that the diag-
onal elements are significantly larger than the off-
diagonal elements, which is typically represented as
q > p.

• The diagonal parameters of matrix W are q′ and
the off-diagonal parameters are p′, ensuring that
the diagonal elements are significantly larger than
the off-diagonal elements, which is typically repre-
sented as q′ > p′.

To capture the essential features of the WSBM, par-
ticularly the dense diagonal blocks, we aim to cover
nd = M ×M × N × p elements. The total number of
elements in the matrix is nw = M ×M ×N × q +M ×
M × (N2 −N)× p. The formula for the number of shots
ns becomes ns =

nd

nw
×nw = 1

1+(N−1) p
q
×nw, simplifying

to ns = Ω
(

1
N

)
× nw.

In the scenario where the dataset features an N -block
structure with non-uniform distribution, our method
demonstrates a computational speedup by a factor of
N . This speedup results from emphasizing the denser
intra-block interactions, which have a more substantial
influence on the system’s state.
When N = 1 or p = q, the number of shots ns closely

approximates nw, indicating no speedup since the intra-
block and inter-block interactions are equally probable
and significant. In another case where p′ = q′, the
weights assigned to intra- and inter-block interactions be-
come indistinguishable. The probabilities p and q play a
critical role in determining the accuracy of the results.
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FIG. 7. Performance comparison of QUAMF and QIMF un-
der the WSBM dataset with N = 1 for various ns values.

FIG. 8. Performance comparison of QIMF under the un-
weighted SBM dataset with N = 5 for various ns values.

In the following sections, we will discuss these two con-
strained scenarios in detail.

Limitation. We evaluate performance under WSBM
with N = 1 dataset, with nw = 956 non-zero terms.
We set nb = 20 and vary ns across 95, 191, and 956
values. The comparative performance of QUAMF and
QIMF under these scenarios is illustrated in Fig. 7. At
ns = 95 and ns = 191, the results show that the loss in-
curred by QIMF is higher than that by QUAMF because
of the adverse effects of QIMF’s shot reallocation strat-
egy, which appears to overlook certain critical factors. As
the number of shots increases to ns = 956, the loss value
from QIMF aligns more closely with that of QUAMF. As
there is convergence in performance at higher shot num-
bers, QIMF does not offer a computational advantage
over QUAMF when operating under this WSBM setting
with N = 1.

In the amplitude-based allocation approach, If am val-
ues in the cost function are nearly identical, the method
struggles to achieve high-precision solutions when com-
bined with the cost function scaled by ns/N , indicating a
lack of acceleration under these conditions. In our exper-
iments on the Ising problem, we set nb = 50 and ensured
that all terms represented inW are uniformly distributed.
We then tested ns at three different values: 5, 30, and
61. The performance comparison of QIMF methods un-
der various conditions is illustrated in Fig. 8. It is evi-
dent that for ns = 61, the method converges at about 800
epochs. When ns = 30, the convergence requires roughly
twice as many epochs as it does for ns = 61. For ns = 5,
the method does not converge even after 5,000 epochs,
indicating that it does not offer a speedup in this case.

VI. CONCLUSION

We develop QIMF, a novel approach for addressing the
QUBO problem through quantum-inspired techniques.
Our method functions as a white box algorithm, utiliz-
ing grouping techniques derived from quantum measure-
ment principles to dequantize cost function. We also use
the amplitude-based shot allocation method, which re-
fines the query complexity of the quantum-inspired cost
function. The center optimizing strategy of our method
is the mean field probabilistic model. Our theoretical
analysis has confirmed that QIMF can indeed achieve
polynomial speedup, not by relying on the main-solving
strategy alone but through the effects of the allocated
quantum-inspired cost function.
Empirical validation of QIMF’s effectiveness comes

from four distinct case studies, each highlighting scenario
capabilities. These studies demonstrate the method’s
substantial speedup, which we quantify as ×N , and
its superior performance compared to heuristic algo-
rithms, unsupervised learning models, and Monte Carlo
sampling-based optimizers. In particular, our method
outperforms the best heuristic algorithm by approxi-
mately 12.5% in the S&P500 2023 case. Additionally,
we demonstrate the tradeoffs on choosing the number of
shots ns, and the number of samples nb. Furthermore,
the scalability of QIMF, compared to its classical coun-
terpart QUAMF, demonstrates significant advantages,
indirectly proving the efficacy of the quantum-inspired
cost function. This ensures QIMF’s applicability and ef-
ficiency in managing increasingly large datasets and com-
plex optimization challenges, reinforcing its potential as
a versatile tool in industrial applications.
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Appendix A: Advanced Quantum Technique for WSBM-QUBO problem

1. Quantum Computing

Quantum computing [10] is built on the principles of quantum mechanics, utilizing quantum bits (qubits), as
its fundamental units. Unlike classical bits, which are strictly in states 0 or 1, qubits operate in states that can
be described by superposition |ϕ⟩ = a|0⟩ + b|1⟩, where a and b are complex numbers representing the probability
amplitudes of the qubit being in states |0⟩ and |1⟩, respectively. To ensure the total probability of finding the qubit in
either state sums to one, these amplitudes are subject to the normalization condition |a|2+|b|2 = 1. This superposition
allows qubits to process multiple possibilities at once, potentially increasing computation speed for some problems.
Quantum entanglement is another key concept in quantum computing. It links pairs of qubits so that the state of one
is connected to the state of others, regardless of distance. This unique correlation, absent in classical systems, doesn’t
allow for faster-than-light communication but enables quantum algorithms to outperform classical ones. Examples
include Shor’s algorithm [33] for factoring integers and Grover’s algorithm [34] for searching databases more efficiently.

2. Quantum Computing for WSBM-QUBO problem

a. Weighted Stochastic Block Model

The generalized WSBM significantly advances network analysis through its capability to model edge weights,
accurately reflecting interaction strengths or capacities, which is essential for detailed analysis of complex network
structures. The model is defined by a set number of nodes, n = {n1, n2, . . . , nN}, segmented into N blocks, and
utilizes a connectivity probability matrix P ∈ RN×N . Each element Pij within this matrix represents the probability
of an edge existing between any node in block i and any node in block j. Formally, it is defined as follows:

P =


P11 P12 · · · P1N

P21 P22 · · · P2N

...
...

. . .
...

PN1 PN2 · · · PNN

 , (A1)

where Pij ∈ [0, 1] for all i, j. The accompanying weight distribution matrix W , which aligns with P , specifies the
probabilistic distribution for the weights of these edges, thus enriching the model’s detail and applicability. Wij

defines the probability distribution of the weights of edges that exist between nodes in block i and nodes in block j.
Depending on the application, various types of distributions can be used:

• If weights are normally distributed, Wij could be represented as a normal distribution with parameters µij

(mean) and σ2
ij (variance), denoted as Distij(θij) = Norm(µij , σ

2
ij).

• If weights are exponential distributed, Wij could be an exponential distribution with a rate parameter λij ,
denoted as Distij(θij) = Exp(λij).

• If weights are equal Wij could be a uniform distribution between aij and bij , expressed as Distij(θij) =
Unif(aij , bij).

The overall weight distribution matrix W is thus:

W =


Dist11(θ11) Dist12(θ12) · · · Dist1N (θ1N )
Dist21(θ21) Dist22(θ22) · · · Dist2N (θ2N )

...
...

. . .
...

DistN1(θN1) DistN2(θN2) · · · DistNN (θNN )

 , (A2)

where θij specifies the statistical parameters governing how edge weights are distributed when an edge between
respective blocks exists. In this work, we introduce a naming convention: WSBM-* problems. For example, when
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we apply this model to Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization problems, we refer to them as WSBM-QUBO
problems.

b. Quantum Algorithms for WSBM-QUBO problem

WSBM-QUBO problems can be efficiently encoded into the computational framework of quantum computers. This
encoding involves the construction of a measurement operator H whose ground state corresponds to the optimal
solution of the WSBM-QUBO problem. The measurement operator is generally expressed as a linear combination of

tensor products of Pauli matrices H =
∑

i aiP
(i)
1 ⊗ P

(i)
2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ P

(i)
n , where P

(i)
j ∈ {I,X, Y, Z} are Pauli operators

acting on the j-th qubit and ai are real coefficients.

The objective is to minimize the expectation value of this operator in a quantum state prepared by a parameterized
quantum circuit minθ⟨ψ(θ)|H|ψ(θ)⟩, where |ψ(θ)⟩ = U(θ)|0⟩ is the state prepared from the all-zero state |0⟩ by
the unitary operation U(θ) parameterized by θ. Variational quantum eigensolver [35] and quantum approximate
optimization algorithm [36] are notable quantum algorithms frequently employed for WSBM-QUBO problems.

3. Efficient Measurement Strategies for Quantum Computing

To reduce the computational complexity involved in quantum measurements, the concept of qubit-wise commutativ-
ity is introduced. This method focuses on the commutativity of Pauli operators at each qubit position in multi-qubit
systems, which simplifies the grouping of Hamiltonian terms for simultaneous measurement.

Consider two Pauli strings, Hi and Hj , which are terms of the Hamiltonian H. These terms are said to commute
qubit-wise if and only if their corresponding Pauli operators at each qubit position commute. Specifically, Hi and
Hj commute qubit-wise if [Hik, Hjk] = 0 for every qubit k, where Hik and Hjk are the Pauli operators at the k-th
position in Hi and Hj respectively.

This criterion is pivotal for the formation of QWC groups within the Hamiltonian. In such groups, every term Hi

commutes qubit-wise with every other term in the same group. Conversely, terms in different groups do not satisfy the
QWC condition. By organizing terms into these groups based on qubit-wise commutativity, it is possible to simplify
the quantum measurement process, as terms within the same group can be measured simultaneously.

Appendix B: Efficient Preprocessing of Quantum-Inspired Data

In quantum-inspired computing, effective data preprocessing is a key step in optimizing algorithm performance.
Particularly before dequantization, precise preprocessing of the terms in the Hamiltonian can significantly impact
the efficiency of the solution process and the quality of the results. In this section, we will detail how to efficiently
preprocess the data items in the Hamiltonian.

Each term in the Hamiltonian can typically be described by a string containing quantum bit operators, such as
’Z’ and ’I’. Specifically, we focus on those terms that contain only a single ’Z’ operator. For these terms, we can
determine their importance by comparing the absolute value of their coefficients to the sum of the absolute values of
the coefficients of other strings that contain a ’Z’ at the same position.

If the absolute value of the coefficient of a string containing only a single ’Z’ exceeds the sum of the absolute values
of the coefficients of all other strings with a ’Z’ at the same position, then this coefficient can be considered diagonally
dominant. Upon identifying diagonally dominant terms, we can directly determine the value of the corresponding
position based on the sign of the coefficient: if positive, the solution of such variable is set to 0; if negative, it is set
to 1.

This preprocessing method can effectively reduce the complexity of the problem, making the subsequent computa-
tional process more straightforward and efficient. However, it should be noted that although this method can reduce
the computational burden, its resource overhead is O(nw ∗

∑
(n)). Therefore, depending on the scale of the specific

problem and resource constraints, this preprocessing step is optional.

This efficient data preprocessing approach can reduce the complexity of problems, particularly in large-scale scenar-
ios. However, as the complexity of large-scale data increases, the advantages of this preprocessing technique may not
be significant. Therefore, the decision to apply this preprocessing method should be based on the specific requirements
of the problem and the available resources.
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Appendix C: Derivation of Quantum Inspired Cost Function

In this section, we derive the quantum-inspired cost function. Given the quantum cost function Eq. 2, the operators,
denoted as Hm, take forms such as Zj or ZjZi. Due to the commutative property, these operators satisfy

[Hi, Hj ] = 0, (C1)

indicating that they commute. Each operator Hm can be represented in terms of its eigen decomposition

Hm =
∑
i

λmi|ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|, (C2)

where λmi are the eigenvalues, and |ϕi⟩ are the corresponding eigenvectors. We represent Hm using tensor products
of Pauli matrices

Hm =
⊗
⊗j

Pmj , Pmj ∈ {I, Z}, (C3)

where I is the identity matrix and Z is the Pauli-Z matrix. Alternatively, the measurement operator can be expressed
using projectors on the computational basis

Hm =
∏
⊗j

(|0⟩⟨0|+ ηmj |1⟩⟨1|), (C4)

where ηmj ∈ {−1,+1}. Here, ηmj = +1 corresponds to the identity matrix I, and ηmj = −1 corresponds to the
Pauli-Z matrix Z. In the computational basis, written as

Hm =
∑
i

λmi|ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|, (C5)

where ϕi ∈ {0, 1}⊗n represents the basis states across all qubits, and λmi = {−1,+1}. The cost function is then equal
to

Cost(x) =
∑
m

am
∑
i

λmi|⟨ϕi|x⟩|2, (C6)

where ϕi and x are classical variables representing quantum states. The cost function simplifies in cases where ϕ†ix
resolves to binary outcomes {0, 1}

Cost(x) =
∑
m

amλmiI(ϕi == x), (C7)

where I is the indicator function which equals 1 when ϕi equals x and 0 otherwise.

Appendix D: Derivation of Gradients of Model Parameters for Probabilistic Models

We begin with the expression for the objective function evaluated in Eq. 4. By applying the gradient ∇α, we derive
the following

∇αℓ =
∑
x

∇α

(
P (x, α)

Z(α)

)
Cost(x) (D1)

=
∑
x

∇αP (x, α)

Z(α)
Cost(x)− ∇αZ(α)

Z(α)
P (x, α)Cost(x) (D2)

=
∑
x

P (x, α)

Z(α)

(
∇αP (x, α)

P (x, α)
Cost(x)

)
− P (x, α)

Z(α)

(
∇αZ(α)

Z(α)
Cost(x)

)
(D3)

=
∑
x

P (x, α)

Z(α)

(
∇αP (x, α)

P (x, α)
Cost(x)

)
−

(∑
x

P (x, α)

Z(α)
Cost(x)

)(∑
x

P (x, α)

Z(α)
∇αP (x, α)

)
(D4)

=
∑
x∈P

∇α lnP (x, α)Cost(x)−

(∑
x∈P

∇α lnP (x, α)

)(∑
x∈P

Cost(x)

)
. (D5)
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Given the property of normalized probability distributions, we have
∑

x∈P ∇α lnP (x, α) = 0. Therefore, the
gradient of the objective function simplifies to

∇αℓ =
∑
x∈P

∇α lnP (x, α)Cost(x). (D6)

To further compute the gradient ∇αij lnP (xi = m,α), consider the following derivation

∇αij lnP (xi = m,α) = ∇αij ln
eαim∑
k e

αik
(D7)

= ∇αij

(
αim − ln

(∑
k

eαik

))
(D8)

= δ(j = m)− eαij∑
k e

αik
(D9)

= δ(j = m)− P (xi = m), (D10)

where δ(j = m) is the Kronecker delta, which equals 1 when j = m and 0 otherwise.

Appendix E: Optimal Block Size Selection N for Portfolio Optimization

Industry sectors play a crucial role in the classification of S&P 500 stock datasets. In this case, we analyzed a
subset of 30 portfolios spanning 22 distinct industries, utilizing data from June 2023.

FIG. 9. Heatmap displaying the problem distribu-
tion across 22 industries in the subset of 30 portfo-
lios.

FIG. 10. Comparison of training losses within the different N.

The heatmap depicted in Figure 9 illustrates the distribution of data related to risk minus return in our portfolio
optimization model. Specifically, it visualizes the calculated values of λx†V x − (1 − λ)x†r, where λ represents the
trade-off between risk (modeled by the variance-covariance matrix V ) and return (r). As x is constrained to be a
binary vector in {0, 1}n, the objective function transforms into x†(λV − (1− λ)r)x. Thus, the distribution of data is
λV − (1− λ)r.
Additionally, Fig. 10 compares the training losses for different block sizes N = 11, N = 22, N = 44, and N = 88.

The results indicate that the performance for N = 11 is similar to that for N = 22. However, the performance
deteriorates significantly for N = 44 and N = 88. Considering both efficiency and performance, N = 22 appears to be
the most suitable choice, though it is not the optimal one, as the heatmap does not demonstrate optimal blocking. To
achieve optimal classification, a more fine-grained analysis would be required, which would entail additional resources.
In this paper, we utilize a coarse-grained classification approach based on the number of industries.
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